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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING 11/28/05 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Bankston called the meeting to order at 3:15 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Approval of the minutes from the November 14, 2005 meeting was 
delayed until the December 12, 2005 meeting. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 
COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 
Interim Provost Lubker shared information with the Senate on the 
4% tuition increase that was passed by the Board of Regents 
(BOR), illustrating how that figure was decided on and how it 
will effect the university's budget. 
He also noted that the student computer fee decreased this year 
as a result of the increase in the student health fees due to 
the new student health center. The increase for next year will 
be a dramatic one, from $116 to $178 per student. The new fee 
was based on a 4% increase of what the student computer fee 
should have been for this year. UNI's computer fees are still 
much less than Iowa's or Iowa State's as is yearly tuition. 
Interim Provost Lubker also 
has been used in the past was very effective as the past two 
presidents UNI has had have been very good ones. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, SUE JOSLYN 
for 
is 
Faculty Chair Joslyn commented that she talked with a 
representative from Turnitin.com, as well as Interim Provost 
Lubker and the college deans who are very supportive of the 
project. Faculty study groups, Plagiarism and Academic Rigor, 




Faculty Chair Joslyn explained the program to the Senate, noting 
it is a plagiarism detection tool that can also be used to 
prevent plagiarism. If the university purchases the license all 
faculty members will have the option to utilize the service. It 
was suggested that the university begin the service in December 
so instructors will be somewhat familiar with it and can include 
information about it in their spring syllabi. The university 
will also receive an additional month of service if the 
subscription is purchased in December. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, RONNIE BANKSTON 
Chair Bankston had no comments. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITMES FOR DOCKETING 
893 Annual Report form the Liberal Arts Core Committee 2004-
2005 Academic Year 
Motion by Senator Herndon to docket in regular order as item 
#803; second by Senator O'Kane. Motion passed. 
894 Curriculum Package Fall 2005 
Motion by Senator Herndon to docket in regular order as item 
#804; second by Senator Strauss. Motion passed. 
ONGOING BUSINESS 
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
804 Annual Report from the Liberal Arts Core Committee 2004-
2005 Academic Year. 
Bev Kopper, Liberal Arts Core Committee (LACC) Coordinator, was 





Motion to accept the Annual Report from the Liberal Arts Core 
Committee 2004-2005 Academic Year by Senator Christensen; second 
by Senator Soneson. Motion passed. 
Motion to go into Executive Session by Senator O'Kane; second by 
Senator Gray. Motion passed. 
ADJOURNMENT 
DRAFT FOR SENATOR' S REVIEW 
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
11/28/05 
1628 
PRESENT: Ronnie Bankston, Maria Basom, David Christensen, Paul 
Gray, Cindy Herndon, Melissa Heston, Rob Hitlan, Sue Joslyn, 
Susan Koch, Bev Kopper, Michael Licari, James Lubker, Atul 
Mitra, Steve O'Kane, Phil Patton, Jerome Soneson, Barb Weeg, 
Katherine VanWormer 
Absent: Shashi Kaparthi, Pierre-Damien Mvuyekure, Denise 
Tallakson, Donna Vinton 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Bankston called the meeting to order at 3:15 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
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delayed until the December 12, 2005 meeting. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 





Interim Provost Lubker shared information with the Senate that 
he has had but was unable to divulge until after it was voted on 
and passed by the Board of Regents (BOR) . Prior to this he had 
talked with faculty leadership for their approval on the fee 
increases that were put forward to the BOR. He reviewed the 
process by which the fee proposal was obtained, noting it was 
based on five basic assumptions; that we would have the same 
enrollment as this year, that we would have the same funding for 
contractual salary obl i gations, that there would be a 10% 
increase in health and dental insurance premiums, that there 
will be an 11.6% increase in utility costs, and that the funding 
for student aid will be at the same percentage that it currently 
is. The most likely scenario based on these assumptions is a 4% 
tuition increase, assuming that we receive the same amount of 
funding from the state as we did this year, 18.75% of $24 
million. If all of this holds, UNI will be slightly in the red, 
which means there will not be any extra money. If we should get 
what we've asked for from the state, $40 million, and we spend 
as if we're getting that amount, we would then have a $900,000 
surplus. Because of this, fee increases have become important. 
The biggest challenge for us was that last year we went from 
$160 to $116 per student per year for computer fees while the · 
student health fees increased, due to the new student health 
center. We had to hold our total fees at a 4% increase and 
there was money taken from the general fund to makeup the 
difference. President Koob approached the UNI Cabinet about 
this, noting that the computer fees should really be at $170 per 
student, and asked them to count the 4% based on what they 
should be at. Due to this we were able to move the student 
computer fee up to $178 per student for next year. This amount 
is still far under the $225 University of Iowa computer fee per 
student per year and the $212 fee at Iowa State. At both 
institutions, those amounts are what all students pay; 
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really raising it from what it should have been last year. 
you look at total costs, including tuition and fees, room and 
board, UNI is still the cheaper institution at $15,862 per year. 
At Iowa it is $16,261 and at Iowa State it is $16,438. 
Interim Provost Lubker also commented on the president search, 
noting that the system that will be used is different than what 
has been used in the past. The old procedure was for the 
committee makeup to include nine to ten faculty, one department 
head, one dean, two or three students, two or three staff, and 





people. The current search committee will consist of four BOR 
members, two faculty, one student, three staff, an alumni, and a 
community member. The chair of the search committee will be the 
chair of the BOR. He noted that there is nothing in the books 
that says the system that has been used in the past must be 
used; however the system that has been used in the past was very 
effective as the past two presidents UN! has had have been very 
good ones. 
COMMENTS FROM FACUTY CHAIR, SUE JOSLYN 
Faculty Chair Joslyn commented that she talked with a 
representative from Turnitin.com, as well as Interim Provost 
Lubker and the college deans who are very supportive of this. 
Both faculty study groups, Plagiarism and Academic Rigor, have 
looked at the web site and provided input, arid are also very 
supportive of this program. 
Faculty Chair Joslyn explained the program to the Senate, noting 
it is a plagiarism detection tool that can also be used to 
prevent plagiarism. If the university purchases the license all 
faculty members will have the option to utilize the service . 
The university will provide the company with everyone's email 
address and they then are sent instructions. Students will be 
able to submit their papers electronically to the web site, 
which will review them through the checking system made up of 
the Internet, minus pornographic sites, as well as purchased 
subscriptions that Turnitin.com has to academic journals and web 
sites, plus every student paper that has been turned into the 
site, which is approximately 11,000 submissions. Every paper 
that is submitted becomes part of the database that future 
papers are checked against. The paper is returned to the 
professor, highlighted with the percentage of matches, which do 
il 
translating the paper into a foreign language and then 
translating it back to English; the words are sometimes changed 
enough that it will pass through the system. This can be used 
to prevent plagiarism because if students know there is a higher 
chance of being caught they may not plagiarize. 
The cost of this system is approximately $10,000 with the 
Provost's Office picking up a significant portion of this and 
the remainder being paid by each college. Faculty can go to the 





available. The university will probably not purchase any 
additional products and will use this first year as a test run. 
In response to Senator O'Kane's question as to when this will 
start, Faculty Chair Joslyn replied that if we purchase it now 
we would get 13 months for the price of 12 and the salesman 
suggested starting in December so the faculty could get familiar 
with it and include it in their syllabi for Spring semester. 
She also noted that the library has agreed to be an 
administrator from the stand point of receiving statistics as to 
how many faculty are using it and how many students have 
submitted papers. 
The student representatives from NISG who are part of the study 
groups noted that they thought it would prevent a lot of 
plagiarism just knowing that is was being used on campus. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR RONNIE BANKSTON 
Chair Bankston had no comments . 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
893 Annual Report form the Liberal Arts Core Committee 2004-
2005 Academic Year 
Motion by Senator Herndon to docket in regular order as item 
#803; second by Senator O'Kane. Motion passed. 
894 Curriculum Package Fall 2005 
#804; second by Senator Strauss. 
ONGOING BUSINESS 
Chair Bankston stated that the Senate is waiting for the data 





CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
804 Annual Report from the Liberal Arts Core Committee 2004-
2005 Academic Year. 
Bev Kopper, Liberal Arts Core Committee (LACC) Coordinator, was 
present to discuss the report with the Senate. She apologized 
for not getting the report to the Senate at the end of the 
academic year last spring but noted that the LACC was involved 
in the Capstone evaluation at that time. 
Dr. Kopper stated that part of the mission of the university is 
to provide a personalized learning environment that is founded 
on a strong Liberal Arts education, and the LACC works 
diligently to accomplish that and the two specific objectives in 
the UNI Strategic Plan related to that. This past year the LACC 
focused a lot on program management, category reviews, reviewing 
and evaluating the New Capstone Experience courses, and on 
student outcomes assessments. The LACC is committed to overall 
enhancing the Core, and ensuring the quality and excellence of 
the offerings, based on the belief that our LAC is the 
foundation for all of our undergraduate degree programs . 
The first issue, Program Management, was a major focus of the 
Senate's fall retreat. The LACC spend a lot of time on this 
last year and the working document is included in the appendix 
of the annual report. The LACC is also working on a proposal 
related the formulation of category coordinating committees to 
address some of the program management issues and that will be 
forth coming. 
As LAC Coordinator, Dr. Kopper stated that she has continued to 
do activities to support the Core, including presentations to 
parents of all new first year and transfer students at 
he rtance of LAC 
into summer orientation sessions for first-year students. She 
also goes to summer orientation faculty advising meetings and 
all student staff advising meetings to discuss the importance of 
the Core. The LACC has worked hard to make progress in terms of 
highlighting the importance of the Core and why it is so 
important to students' education, and to eliminate the "get Gen 
Ed out of the way" way of thinking. She also meets with the 
Academic Advisory Council, comprised of all the advisors across 
campus. In conjunction with the Associate Provost, she also 
monitors enrollment during summer orientation and registration, 





mortem committee meeting on summer registration with the 
Associate Provost, the Provost, representatives from Educational 
and Student Services, and the Registrar looking at ways to try 
to smooth registration. Many of the activities she was involved 
with pertained to enhancing the Core, improving the quality of 
the Core and dealing with concerns related to the Core. 
Dr. Kopper stated that Category Reviews are a central focus of 
the LACC and last year the LACC worked on the Communication 
Essentials category review. They also conducted the Personal 
Wellness review which will be addressed at a future Senate 
meeting. 
This year the Category II review, Civilizations and Cultures, is 
underway, which includes the Humanities and Non-Western Cultures 
subcategories. The LACC will meet this Friday with this review 
team. 
Last year, in an effort to try to streamline the Category Review 
Process in terms of data collection, the LACC met with the UNI 
Registrar and representatives from the Information, Management 
and Analysis Office, now called the Office of Institutional 
Research. The LACC is aware of what a huge job it is and is 
trying to do all it can to assist those review teams. 
Hopefully, she noted, they will develop ways to smooth that 
whole process and make those reviews easier. 
The New Capstone Experience Model was also a huge undertaking 
for the LACC last year, not just for the review of the new 
course proposals that came forward but also the evaluation of 
the new model. This has been presented and discussed at a 
previous Senate meeting. The new courses that have been 
approved are listed at the end of the report. New Capstone 
course proposals are reviewed on an ongoing basis, with the 
to an LACC me o discuss it. This 
The last major work that the LACC was involved with is Student 
Outcomes Assessment, which was done by a subcommittee. 
Following the site visit by the Higher Learning Commission, UNI 
was required to submit a progress report related to our General 
Education program and its assessment. That progress report was 
submitted last year, and was received and accepted. As part of 
that, the LACC developed a comprehensive Student Outcomes 
Assessment plan for the Core, focusing this year on going back 
to look at the learning outcomes that are so critical for that 





Profile, which is a standardized instrument related to general 
education programs, was administered to a sample of first year 
students in the fall and junior/senior students in the spring. 
The College Student Experience questionnaire was also 
administered last year in conjunction with Educational and 
Student Services. The Office of Institution Research 
administers the graduate senior survey, in which items are used 
for Student Outcomes Assessment plan. 
Dr. Kopper also noted that there are other things that the LACC 
does as part of the general business of the Core throughout the 
year. In summary, the LACC tries to enhance the Core, to meet 
the objectives in the Strategic Plan, and to do whatever they 
can to improve the quality of the Core. 
There remain, however, continuing concerns and issues for future 
directions that the LACC continues to look at Dr. Kopper stated. 
Some of these are repeated from previous reports and continue to 
be issues. These include: improving program management and 
ensuring consistency and quality of LAC courses; encouraging the 
allocation of appropriate resources to offer LAC courses; 
continuing to develop a student outcomes assessment plan that 
will enhance the quality of the LAC; evaluating and improving 
the category review process; improving grading practices and 
standards; reducing the registration difficulties faced by 
students regarding LAC courses; increasing the number of LAC 
sections taught by tenured or tenure-track faculty; increasing 
the understanding and support of the LAC among students, 
faculty, staff, administrators and parents; integrating the 
purpose and goals of each Category into the individual courses 
taught in that category; maintaining appropriate class sizes, 
particularly in writing intensive and highly interactive 
courses; and encouraging the development and evaluation of 
Capstone Experience courses. 
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pages 9 and 10. As a faculty member who is deeply committed to 
the LAC program and who teaches most of his courses in the LAC 
program, he fully supports these suggestions and believes that 
they are wonderful. He noted that the suggestions are somewhat 
controversial but they do try to address some of the serious 
problems of the LAC program. 
Senator Soneson commented on several of the suggestions, first 
Student Feedback Mechanisms. Formulating a teacher or class 
evaluation independent from the regular student evaluations is a 






effort from students, with students that are extremely unhappy 
or extremely satisfied being the ones that participate. He also 
suggested that the LACC get faculty feedback prior to 
instituting such a mechanism. 
He also commented on Grading Practices and Standards, and noted 
that from his participation in the Category II Review he has 
been shocked with the range of grades that have been given, 
going from 1.7 to 4.0. This is an issue that also needs to be 
looked at. 
In Quality of Teaching, it is stated that only qualified 
instructors are hired. He asked what steps the LACC has in mind 
because it is a great concern. Dr. Kopper responded the LACC 
has talked about it and that in terms of scheduling LAC courses 
and who teaches what, those courses should really take a 
priority along with the major courses, it shouldn't be an after 
thought. 
Senator Soneson noted that these courses aren't motivated by 
department or faculty concerns, and in general if these courses 
are taught well they are harder to teach than major courses 
because there is a full range of students enrolled. He 
suggested that LAC courses might be accompanied by a slightly 
higher salary or some type of monetary compensation so faculty 
actually want to teach those courses. Dr. Kopper responded that 
there is variation across the university with some departments 
having highly qualified, dedicated instructors teaching in the 
LAC. And in some situations they have to find someone to teach 
the LAC rather than having someone stepping forth who wants to 
teach those courses. In thinking about the implications of 
this, these are some of the first courses our students 
experience and we want this to be a good experience. 
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Chair of the LACC 2004-2005, noted that everyone is supportive 
of that suggestion. 
Chair Bankston asked which suggestions for future direction 
should be at the top of the list. Dr. Smith responded that 
Program Management was set as a top priority for this year but 
there were specific things within that. Outcomes Assessments 
continue to be a priority and much of their time has been spent 





Chair Bankston asked how parents have responded to presentations 
at orientation sessions. Dr. Kopper responded that they are 
wide and varied responses. Some parents agree that it is 
important to prepare students in a variety of ways so they are 
critical thinkers when they leave the university. And others 
will ask if students are given programs so that when they leave 
the university they will get a good job and it's harder to talk 
about the importance of the LACC in those situations. 
Motion to accept the Annual Report from the Liberal Arts Core 
Committee 2004-2005 Academic Year by Senator Christensen; second 
by Senator Soneson. Motion passed. 
Dr. Kopper remarked that this will be the last report that she 
will be giving as LACC Coordinator, and thanked the Senate for 
all their detailed attention and thorough debate that they have 
given to the Core. It has been an honor and a privilege for her 
to serve as coordinator and to work with Dr. Smith and the other 
LACC members, past and present. She also noted that if anyone 
wants to be amazed at the amount of work this committee does, 
they can attend a meeting Friday mornings at 8:30. 
Motion to go into Executive Session by Senator O'Kane; second by 
Senator Gray. Motion passed. 
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn by Senator Heston; second by Senator O'Kane. 
Motion passed. 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 P.M. 
Dena Snowden 
Faculty Senate Secretary 
